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BSTRACT 

This is the sixth study in a project designed to find 
ore effective and efficient ways of using micro-teaching and video 
©cording in programs of vocational teacher education. In this field 
est of the feasibility and potential applicability of four related 
eedback and analysis techniques used in an inservica teacher 
ducat ion program for instructors in a technical Institute, 28 
ns true tors were assigned to four feedback and analysis groups; (1) 

(2) fellow instructor review, (3) student review, and (4) 
sacher-educator review. Also the study focused on three research 
uestions which were concerned with differences in the effectiveness 
nd^ feasibility of the feedback techniques and with differences in 
latitudes toward Inservice experience. Analysis of the data revealed 
3 statistically significant differences among the four variations on 
le instructors* teaching performance. All four techniques were found 
3 be effective and feasible for inservice programs of teacher 
lucation in the technical institute setting, (Author/ js) 
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MISSION OF THE CENTER 



The Center for Vocational and Technical Education, an 
independent unit on The Ohio State University campus , operates 
under a grant from the National Center for Educational Research 
and Development, U, 3. Office of Education, It serves a catalytic 
role in establishing consortia to focus on relevant problems in 
vocational and technical education. The Center is comprehensive 
in its commitment and responsibility, multidisciplinary in its 
approach and interinstitutional in its program. 

The Center's mission is to strengthen the capacity of state 
educational systems to provide effective occupational education 
programs consistent with individual needs and manpower require- 
ments by : 



* Conducting research and development to fill words in 
existing knowledge and to develop methods for applying 
knowledge. 



* Programmatic focus on state leadership development, voca- 
tional teacher education , curriculum, vocational choice 




Stimulating and strengthening the capacity of other 
cies and institutiona to createdurablesolutions to 



Providing a 
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SUMMARY 



view of the npprl ^ . * 

ucation programs for personnel f nd efficient teacher ed- 

was designed to test and compare th| C f^ C ®K • education * this study 
applicability of four methods of dh f 1 and Potential 
tion with micro-teaching and video Record if d . anal y sis in eonjunc- 

edUCati ° n Pr ° 3ram instructors d “tE^SfiStitut. 

randomly selected T ; ohnioal Institute were 

groups: self-review, flfiow f n ^ruS?o5? Ur ? eedJ > a ok and analysil 

and teacher educator-review Th^> q-i- a ^ eview ' student-review, 
questions which werJ conclrned T with t dif- f ° aUSed ° n three research 
ness and feasibility of the feedback 4 -= f r ? nces in the effective- 
m attitudes toward the inservioe expe^ience^ W±th differen oe 

and included^three datI-gatheri^q t inJt?° Stt J St oontr °l-gr°up design 
and an opinionnaire , a panel n ft a* r y ments • two critique forms 
forms of the instructors' ??rs? and last f ati ?? s °» the c?iti|ue 
analysed through a "t" test ant! 4 - - +. 1 t teachln g sessions were 
covariance; opinionnaire datS we^I S ° f analys is of variance and 
square tests, ® compared by computing chi- 

the eplc?iv^ess°of t toe S ioS? 1 variaIio^s Ca ? t f di I ferenCes found ir ‘ 

techniques on the instructors' te^chinS ° f feedback and analysis 
feedback and analysis techniaue^- fflf S Performance. The four 
feasible for inservice programs "of tS a 5h- nd be . eff ective and 
meal institute settincr Th« -i 5 h<-. r education in the tech- 

seif-review group held significantlv^oJf t^ h ° partici Pated in the 
their experiences , and thl fellow ins tnr^! attitudes toward 
©rally negative in attitude. uctor review group was gen- 

Recommendations were marfp 4 
Of the particular technical 



ASSESSMENT OF MICRO-TEACHING AND VIDEO RECORDING IN 
VOCATIONAL AND TECHNICAL TEACHER EDUCATION: PHASE VI— 

DBACK TECHNIQUES FOR INSERVICE TECHNICAL TEACHER EDUCATION 



CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 



Teacher education is an issue of prime concern to technical 
ducators » A California study of technical education stressed 
he importance of teacher training, academic training, and indus- 
rial experience (Wood, 1959). A similar publication advocated 
he learning of efficient and effective teaching methods as a 
eneral technical teacher requirement (Emerson, 1962) . The writers 
f Technical Education , a British publication (1964) , emphasized 
lat the qualify of teaching in technical education was equally 
aportant to the quantity of material taught. In speaking of the 
nportance of pedagogy to the technical teacher, Henninger (1959) 
bated that the desired attributes of a technical institute faculty 
sre of two types: 1) knowledge and subject matter of technologies 

id 2) performance of the teaching function. Though the comb i n a — 
Lon was desired, if forced to choose, Henninger added, institu- 
Lons would prefer a candidate with industrial experience, hoping 
I provide the pedagogy on the job. 

Providing this inservice training in the most effective and 
Ffioi®nt manner is, then, a concern for technical educators, 
scent innovations such as micro-teaching and video recording are 
jssible sound solutions. Allen (1967) described micro-teaching 
* a new framework for inservice education, the advantage being 
,s ability to provide teachers, in a short time, with information 
)Qut their teaching and to act as a means of changing teachers 1 
irceptions about their teaching behavior. 



[E SERIES OF STUDIES 

The Center for Vocational and Technical Education has been 
igaged in a series of studies to assess the use of micro— teaching 
id video recording in programs of vocational teacher education, 

.ve previous studies were conducted to test the feasibility of 
.deo recording as a feedback device in teacher education and in— 
.uded variations on micro-teaching, learner populations, and 
valuation instruments. Sixth in the scries, the present study 
ew upon the techniques, instruments, and outcomes of the prior 
udies and was designed as a field test of these innovations in 
post-secondary technical institute. 
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 



* n „ VieW _° f J he need for effective and efficient teacher edu- 
xon programs for personnel in technical education, the study 

des i?!? ed te ? st and compare the feasibility and potential 
i-ijf 1G - t °f four methods of feedback and analysis in conjunc- 

with micro teaching and video recording in an inservice teach 
er education program for instructors in a technical institute, 
^pecificaily, the study was concerned with video feedback and the 
following four variations in techniques of analysis: self-review, 

el low instructor-review, student-review, and teacher educator- 
review. 'JUV-.O.UWi 



RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The following three questions were formulated fa 
gation : 



r investi' 



Are there any differences in the effectiveness of the 
four variations of feedback and analysis techniques— 
self-review, fellow instructor-review, student-review, 
and, teacher educator-review— on the instructors’ teach- 
ing performance? 



2. How will the instructors involved in each of the four 
V ?f?'f t i 0ns feedback and analysis techniques differ in 
attitudes and opinions regarding their experiences? 

3. To what degree will the four variations of feedback and 
analysis techniques be feasible, in terms of improvement 
°i teaching skills and practicality of operation, for a 
program of inservice teacher education in a post-secondary 
technical institute? 



REVIEW OP RELATED LITERATURE 

Inherent m the framework of micro-teaching and video record- 

a^ r .i- ” a 2 Cn 2w educatlon is the concept of evaluating or providing 
mmediate feedback for each teaching session. There are a number 
of techniques which have been developed for use within the feed- 
back .dimension, Allen and Ryan '1969) described the expanded 
possibilities of micro-teaching in that feedback from any one of 

f ourc ® s 7~® u P ervisor / colleague, self, or student— can be 
quickly translated into practice when the teacher reteaches the 
practice lesson. 



w sur Y ey of the research on techniques of feedback revealed 
a number of studies in general elementary and secondary teacher 
education which incorporated some of these forms 



of feedback and 
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analysis , with and without the use of video recording, A Stanford 
University study on micro-teaching without video recording used 
students to rate the total teaching performance and 'conceded that 

(^n than °®er types of evalualfons 

If An ? the r study used students to do the rating and 
to develop uhe rating form, considering students a reliable^ource 
for evaluating a teacher's instructional effectiveness since 

hid faood deal P articipants in the act of learning and have 

tence ?I3?ar?in.? llsSf!"” t0 Varylng da ^es of teacher compe- 

Tuckman and Oliver (1968) conducted a vocational teacher ed- 
Stady o. the effectiveness on teaching performance of 

;i Ud ? n h a i n iu SUPerV1SOr feedback, without video recording- They 
round that the group which received only student F-adback did 
Significantly better than the group receiving no fiedbaS ft ali 
group which received only supervisor feedback, however did 
aignificantiy poorer than the no-feedback group - and ^eaShAf ln 
the group receiving both types of feedback did only as well ie 

feedback - contrast^ Pinney and 

iig reoortid thi supervisor feedback with video record- 

=h?Hhi t S! t T thdt i supervisors were found to increase their 
ability to change subsequent recorded teacher behavior. 

"ith student teachers and supervisor feedback, Jovoe 
fiaat' 5 :oncljded **>»* although students and teachers could lead 
feedback sessions without negative effects on content, the suoer- 

adequate C feedback? e ^ S ^ SXtensive draining in order to provide 

Another study which employed the self feedback technic? no found 

ChangS : ±th ®elf-feadback alone, more chSngl when 
self-feedback was reinforced by the experimenter, and even greater 

S a?? f W 1966K e reinforcemant deluded response cues (McDonald, ' 

7?® ^ ar West Laboratory for Educational Research and Develop- 
ment has developed a minicourse teacher training program emplov- 

illustrations C ^(Bora *19 J5n wording , and instructionll and model 

^ , (Borg ' 19 6 8) . Borg advocates self rather than super- 

Thl feedback m the mmicourse model because it does not restrict 
the use Oi the program to school districts with highly trained """ 

ffflKuk°S e r^SS n th: In a rep ° rt ° n the d ^rse -?f -JrSSSSr and 

T th mmicourse program, it was concluded that 

Slater beh^H completed the entire program produced more and 

. v a vi oral changes than did the groups for which some nsr(- 

of the program had been omitted (Borg, el al , igfsK P 
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CHAPTER II 

PROCEDURES IN THE STUDY 



and staff at the Golumbus^Technica^T^ 1 ^? 6 ^ ' tlle a f minist f a tion 
developina -m inservirp fra ! • Institute were interested in 

It was’ decided “S JSS g F ro ? rarn for their instructors. 

and a mutually beneficial endpavn 'h 1 ^ f ? r * realistic setting 

the study in cooperation wJtt 3S s Xf?° oSS? ^ id conducting 

as S p art "of StUdy tQ ° k place at Columbus SlOhOllai ^0?Siute 

week period in"elrly ^ring^r t6acher ed ^ation during a six- 



PARTICIPANTS IN THE STUDY 

dents T at ^Olu^bur^e-hOicJ^T^^^ i ncluded instructors and stu- 
Center for « The 

instructors C weOS‘randOml5 h ielJcted n lnd taff - ^ 3?*® Institu te, 28 

feedback and analysis arnrm^ tr -f assigned to one of the four 
yaars of teach ing tnd iOdOftriai OI \ the instructors • 

earned, may be found in Appendix A.f ence ' alon 9 w ' th degrees 

Ins ti^u^ e^eachinq C staf f ff^ted from the _ CoUunbus Technical 
reviewers of the micro-teachinr addxtronal instructors served as 
review feedback and analvoio d essi ° ns in the fellow instructor- 
infn™ a 4.^„ — . . a D? lysis group, (See Appendix A for background 



information on the fellow instructors.) 



Students , Members of 
body volunteered to serve 
sions. Pour students were 



the Columbus Technical Institute student 
s students in the micro-teaching ses- 
assigned to each session and were ro- 



tated so that each' in^ n ° ? acn session and were ro 

lesson. instructor taught a different group for each 

sr&yja 

review feedback alS ?! f acl T n 9 sessions in the teacher educator- 

EBfc 15 



In addition, an Instructional Improvement Committee, comp.: sed 

of one instructor from each feedback and analysis group, the coor- 
dinator of the study from The Center, and the director of education 
at the Columbus Technical Institute, was formed to coordinate the 
operation of the program. The committee was involved in the selec- 
tion and assignment of the students and fellow instructors in the 
study and served as a liaison between the staffs at the Institute 
and at The Center, 



FEEDBACK AND ANALYSIS GROUPS 

The treatment groups in the study varied according to the 
feedback and analysis technique used to evaluate teaching perfor- 
mance , The four groups were : 

S elf-Review -— instructor viewed the replay of his videotaped 
micro-teaching lesson by himself and used the critique form 
to analyze the lesson and suggest possible improvements. 

kpHow Ins true tor— Re view fellow instructor viewed the re- 
play of the videotaped micro-teaching lesson with the instruc- 
tor and they jointly analyzed the lesson, using the critique 
form and suggesting possible improvements , 

Student-Review — students viewed the replay of the videotaped 
micro-teaching lesson with the instructor and they jointly 
analyzed the lesson, using the critique form and suggesting 
possible improvements, 

ieach er Educator-Review — teacher-educator viewed the replay 
of the videotaped micro-teaching lesson with the instructor 
and they jointly analyzed the lesson, using the critique form 
and making suggestions for improvements. 



EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 



The study was based on a pretest/posttest control-group de- 
sign (CampiDell and Stanley, 1963). The 28 instructors who partic- 
ipated xn the study were randomly selected and divided into the 
four groups by a stratified random assignment based upon years of 
experience and formal education (See Appendix A) , Each of the 
f<~>ur groups was randomly assigned to a feedback and analysis tech- 
nique (See Figure 1) , The fourth technique (teacher educator- 
review, represented the conventional feedback approach and served 
as the control group in the study. 
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R 
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R 

P 



0, 

0 . 



X 2 

X 3 

X4 



°6 



0 



0, 



a h d 0 

I 



R = randomization of groups to techniques. 

5 the pretest, consisting of evaluation of the 
initial videotaped mi cro-teach i ng lesson 
taught by each instructor. 
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•s, 
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2 ’ 


X 3 ' 


a n d 


X ^ = the 


four feedback 


and anal 


ysi s tech ni ques , 




° 2 ’ 0 


4 • 


°6* 


a ih d 


0 g = the 


posttest, cons 


i s t i n g o 


f evaluation 


0 f 


the 










f ! n a 


1 v I deotaped m 


1 cro-tea 


ching lesson 


t a u 


ght 
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by e 


a ch I nstructor 
















F i gure 1 


, Experl me n ta 


1 Design 









CONDUCT OF THE STUDY 



Through orientation meetings with each feedback and analysis 
group, the coordinator of the study explained the program to the 
instructors. Instructors were supplied with a handbook which ex- 
plained their roles in the program and included sched res and other 
assignments. The study was conducted at the ColumV ^ Technical 
Institute, utilizing two rooms equipped wi^h a chalkboard, a podium, 
four chairs, and a Shibaden SV -700 (1/2 inch) video recording sys- 

tem. The recorders were used to tape and play back the micro- 
teaching lessons and to play the instructional and model video- 
tapes. All the instructors learned how to use and operated the 
equipment themselves. Two of the 2 8 .instructors selected for the 
study were unable to complete all phases and were not included in 
the data collection. 



Each instructor taught 10 micro-teaching lessons on topics 
from his own subject area. Each lesson was five minutes long and 
was a complete lesson in that it contained an introduction, pre- 
sentation, application, and evaluation. A full micro-teaching 
session required approximately 50 minutes for the five-minute 
mi cro— teach ing lesson, playing back the videotape of the lesson, 
reviewing and analyzing the lesson with the critique form,, and 
viewing ensuing instructional or model videotapes. 
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The instructional and model videotapes chosen for use in the 
study by the Instructional Improvement Committee concentrated on 
two of the teaching skills involved in a complete lesson: intro- 

ducing a lesson and oral questioning. The critique forms, one 
for each of the two teaching skills, had been developed and tested 
in earlier studies in this series (See Appendix B) # The two in- 
structional videotapes explained the teaching skill, provided ex- 
amples of teaching behaviors, and explained each item on the ap- 
propriate critique form. The seven model videotapes used in the 
study also provided additional examples of each teaching skill. 

In keeping with the experimental design of the study, the 
first and last of the micro-teaching lessons served as the pretests 
and posttests, respectively. In the second through the fifth les- 
sons, the instructors practiced the first teaching skill, intro- 
ducing a lesson , Lessons six through nine concentrated on the 
second ^ skill , oral questioning. Figure 2 presents the plan of 
operation or the 10 micro-teaching sessions. 



M I CRO-TEACH I NG 

SESSION OPERA! f ON 

P* rs i Plan Lesson I... Teach (Pretest ) 

View Skill One Instructional Tape-- I ntroduci ng 
a L e s s o n 



Secon d 



Th 1 rd 



Fourth 
Ft f t h 



Sixth 



Seventh 



E i g h th 



Plan Lesson 2.., Teach*. .Video Review and 
Analysis... View Model Tape I 

Replan Lesson 2 . . . Re teach... Video Review and 
Analysis,,, View Model Tape 2 

Plan Lesson 3 , , Teach., .Video Review and 

Analysis.,, View Mode! Tape 3 

Replan Lesson 3,, .Ret each,,, Video Review and 
Analysis.,, View Skill Two Instructional Tape — 
Oral Questioning 

Plan Lesson 4... Teach.,, Video Review and 
Ana lysis,.. View Mode! Tape 4 

Replan Lesson 4,.. Reteach,,, Video Re view and 
Analysis, . .View Mo del T a p e 5 

Plan Lesson 5,, -Teach,,. Video Review and 
Analysis. ..View Model Tape 6 



Conti nued 
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Ninth 



Tenth 



Replan Lesson 5... Reteach.,, Video Review and 
Analysis. ..View Model Tape 7 

Plan Lesson 6.., Teach (Post test) 



Figure 2. Plan of Operation for 10 Micro-Teaching Sessions 



Measurement Instruments . Three measuring instruments were 
used to collect the data for the study, the two critique forms 
and an opinionnaire. 

Designed to measure the teacher's ability in the teaching 
skills (introducing a lesson and oral questioning) , each critique 
form contained 11 questions and included ratings on whether the 
teacher did or did not accomplish each task and on the degree of 
accomplishment. The scores or. the two scales ranged from 0-1 on 
the accompli sited scale (0 = did not accomplish, 1 = did accomplish) 
and 0-5 on the degree of accomplishment scale (0 = did not accom- 
plish, 1 “ very poor, 2 = poor, 3 = average, 4 = good, 5 = excel- 
lent) . Consequently, the raw scores used in the statistical anal- 
yses had a range of 0-11 on the accomplished scale and 0-55 on the 
degree of accomplishment scale. 

The instructors, fellow instructors, students, and teacher 
educator used the critique forms. In addition, an independent 
two-member panel of judges used the forms to rate the videotape 
recordings of each instructor's first and tenth (last) micro- 
teaching lessons to provide the pretest and posttest data. 

At the end of the study, each instructor was asked to complete 
the opinionnnaire (See Appendix C) . The 14-item instrument was 
designed to provide the instructors with the opportunity to eval- 
uate their experiences in the program. 

Panel Rating Procedures » A two— member panel of judges was 
selected to evaluate the videotapes of each instructor's first 
and last micro-teaching lessons. Both judges had teacher educa- 
tion and supervisory experience in vocational education and held 
a master's degree. An orientation session was conducted to famil- 
iarize the judges with the study and the use of the critique forms 
in order to achieve high inter-rater reliability. The panel viewed, 
analyzed, and discussed videotapes of micro-teaching lessons similar 
to those performed in the study. Once the two judges' ratings con- 
sistently agreed with one another and with those of previous raters , 
they judged the videotaped lessons in the study. To eliminate pos- 
sible bias in ratings: by the panel, the videotapes were played in 
random order so that the judges were unaware of whether the tapes 
were recordings of first or last micro-teaching lessons. 
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rater r2?f 3 hi ? “ W * y . analys ,*- s of variance was used to test inter- 

first md St r 6en i,^ e tW ° judges ‘ ratings for both the 

micro-teaching lessons (Winer, 1962). The inter- 
rauer reliability correlation coefficients for i-h P 7 

posttest ratings (the videotapes of the first and i a ^ d 

*il3 9 °? e r n T 

?F3 ss*T^r^ - 

caie , respectively (See Appendix D, Table 1) 



PROCEDURES FOR DATA ANALYSIS 

;sss*~ £.*• 

feedb°ot instructors teaching performances of each of the four 
feedback and analysis techniques, the panel's ratings' on the 

ps: a i,5^ SiK 

hypotheses were made at the .05 level of significance. 

respon?Sni S IL°^f h * f ° Ur feedback analysis groups on the 

"no” rlf th °P inion naire were made by tallying "yes" and 

responses and computing chi-square tests (Siegel, 1956) . 

_ nr1 ? paired "t" test was calculated on the pretest 

and posttest teaching performance ratings to determine the P feasi- 

wiifirfl n£. 0£ the fOUr £eeaback -d 9 a„alysls tectai^s feaS1 
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CHAPTER III 
RESULTS OF THE STUDY 



, T he results of the data collection and analysis are presented 

n this chapter . Included are the findings relative to the ef- 
ects of each of the four feedback and analysis techniques— self , 
fellow instructor , ^student , and teacher educator — on the instruc- 
tors ^ teaching performance ; the attitudes of the instructors re- 
garding their experiences; and the feasibility and practicality 
institute f feedback techniques for a post-secondary technical 



EFFECTS ON TEACHING PERFORMANCE 

.. first research question in the study, which dealt with 

teJhn i ln ■ th J ef £' ectiveness of each of the four feedback 

techniques on the instructors' teaching performances, was stated 
as a null hypothesis and tested by means of analyses of variance 
° ovaria " c ® * An analysis of variance/multiple range test was 
first computed on the pretest data--the panel's ratings on the 
critique forms of the instructors ' first vidabtaped micro-teaching 
lessons— to insure that the pretest data fell within the limits 9 
mh v f r ; ance required for the subsequent analyses of covariance. 

The te»t was computed on th a* pretest mean raw scores of both 
scales, accomplished and degree of accomplishment, for each of the 
^n?2 hing i d for combined mean raw scores on the two skills 
P 0 J ' 1 J 67 ** f inc ; no S1< ?nif icant differences were found among 

and analysis groups, the pretest data were con- 
sidered suitable as covariates for the analyses of covariance 
(See Appendix D, Tables 2 and 3) . 

°T anal Y ses of covariance were performed on the 

posttest data with the pretest as the covariate to determine if 
there were any differences among the four feedback and analysis 

?h~ U ? S ° n ^5® acc ® m P 1;Lshed and degree of accomplishment scales on 
critique forms. No significant differences in effective- 
SHShSV tB ^h±ng per formance were found to exist among the four 
D Tables ^ d aP a if 31 S grOUps on either of the scales (See Appendix 
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ATTITUDES TOWARD THE EXPERIENCE 



The second research question in the study, which concerned 
the differences in the instructors 1 attitudes toward their expsri* - 
ences , was stated in null hypothesis form and tested by means of 
chi-square analyses* The source of the data was the opinionnaire 
completed by the instructors at the end of the 10 micro— teaching 
sessions. The opinionnaire returns for the groups were as follows 
self-review group, five out of six; fellow instructor-review group 
three out of six; and student— review and teacher educator— review 
groups, four out of seven. The 14-item opinionnaire contained 25 
yes/no responses; these were tallied and analyzed to determine if 
the four groups differed in their attitudes toward their experi- 
ences . 

Chi-square computations of yes/no responses for all respon- 
dents revealed that significant differences existed in only the 
self— review and fellow instructor— review groups. A closer in- 
spection of the group yes/no responses indicated that the self- 
review group had significantly more "yes" responses and the fellow 
instructor-review group had significantly more "no" responses (See 
Appendix D, Table 6) . 



FEASIBILITY OF THE FEEDBACK TECHNIQUES 

Decisions about, the feasibility and practicality of the four 
feedback and analysis techniques for inservice teacher education 
programs in a post-secondary technical institute were based on 
the results of the analyses made for the first two research ques- 
tions and the results of an analysis of gain from pretest to post- 
test in teaching performance ratings. 

The third research question, then, was stated in null hypoth- 
esis form and tested by means of a paired "t" test computed on the 
mean raw scores on the degree of accomplishment scales of the two 
critique forms . Only the scores on the degree of accomplishment 
scale were used because this scale incorporated both sets of 
scores in that if an instructor had not accomplished the particular 
task, there would have been no degree of accomplishment to measure 
(See Appendix B) . The results of the "t" test indicated that sig- 
nificant gain in scores on teaching performance occurred for the 
se lf— review group when the scores on both critique forms were com- 
bined, for the. fellow instructor-review group on the critique form 
f° r oral questioning and when the scores were combined, and for 
the teacher educator— review group on the oral— questioning critigue 
form and when the scores were combined (See Appendix D, Table 7) . 

In addition, a comparison of the mean raw scores for each group for 
each teaching skill, as reported in Table 7, showed that all four 
groups experienced some gain in teaching performance ratings in 
both teaching skills. 
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about feasibility and^racticalitv^h^* aad arr ^- ve at conclusions 
responses on the opinionnai res we?i c^osel? fvalSft ' 0 ° mm ® nts a ? a 

£h°: s f eif-S?LV nd rsact h ed n to 

«SShSJ; parJc^ating'in^uX^^ 

group unanimously reported that thff? 9E “ their teaching. The 
session was imprLtiSSl baca™e ^e five-mmute micro-teaching 
ally did not recommend thl !“?! fc t°° sh °rt, and they gener- 

nique for SitSTSSSl^I feedback aad analysis tech- 

more negal?ie°rei«^on C tS r Sri eW 9 ?° UP ' Which had a significantly 
their students wire ?esoon^ experience, generally indicated that 

This group e ^so IIS “? P ??kilhe°f ±n ? less °" s ■ 

want to participate in future i « B ovt -? mlnute tlme limit, did not 
mittees, did not find the seven SoSIt CS • P ro J rains or serve on com- 
not recommend the fellow instructor- v * de °tapes valuable, and did 

technique for future i^ a i^^ U prog^s" eW fSedback a ” d analysis 



to th?iiSfSI;rSs e ;s2 p ^ 1 S^*J a * generally d 



V O r e Cl 
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reaction 



recording” equipment V r their r ^ vore ? the use of video 
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reaction f r ? UP ' which also had a mi ^ d 

They had positive attitudpq ¥ n e ^ P agree on four of the issues 
hanLoSk, ?hi relpSn^tvenSIs St a fn ^ ° rie ntation session and 
of their teaching Jeeslon! tLv St i d S" t ;' and the Playback 
and model videotapes useful in thei^ teaching lnstruoti °nal 
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of the instructional and model videotapes was a serious deterrent 
to effective utilization. On all other items, reaction was mixed. 



SUMMARY 


OF MAJOR FINDINGS 


1 . 


No significant differences were found among the four 
feedback and analysis techniques in terms of their ef- 
fectiveness on the instructors' teaching performance 
ratings . 


2. 


Differences in opinions and attitudes regarding their 
experiences were found among the four feedback and anal- 
ysis groups. The self-review group held generally pos- 
itive attitudes toward the program, and the fellow 
instructor-review group was generally negative in atti- 
tude . 


3. 


All four groups experienced some gain in teaching per- 
formance ratings in both teaching skills. However, 
significant gain in the degree of accomplishment ratings 
of teaching performance occurred on the oral*questioning 
critique form for the fellow instructor-review group and 
the teacher educator-review group. 
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ChAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



As part of the series of studies conducted at The Center for 
Vocational and Technical Education to assess micro-teaching and 
V1 ®° r ®oordmg in vocational and technical teacher education the 
study reported here was designed as a field test, at Columbus 
echnical Institate, to determine the feasibility and potential 
applicability of the four feedback and analysis techniques in con- 
junction with micro-teaching and video recording in an inservice 
teacher education program for post-secondary instructors. 

following conclusions and recommendations were based upon 
te results of the data gathering and statistical analyses and the 
insight and reactions of those who conducted the study. 



CONCLUSIONS 

1. Although there were no significant differences in the 
performance of the teachers experiencing the four feed- 
back and analysis techniques, each was an effective and 
feasible method of improving selected teaching skills in 
the inservice teacher education program for the cooper- 
ating technical institute. 

The type of feedback and analysis technique employed 
tended to affect the instructors 1 attitudes toward their 
insefvice educational experiences . 

3. The reproductions of the videotapes used in the inservice 
P r °9 rani were not of sufficiently high technical quality 
ro serve as models for the instructors of the cooperating 
technical institute. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

An inservice teacher education program should be continued 
at Columbus Technical Institute. This program should in- 
clude the use of micro-teaching and video recording, with 
modifications determined by the Institute's individual 
needs and capabilities. 
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Participants in the teacher education program should have 
the opportunity to choose and experiment with the avail- 
able feedback and analysis techniques to determine which 
provide comfortable and effective means of improving 
teaching skills. 

Intensive training in the concepts of micro-teaching and 
feedback should precede the use of these techniques 
m an inservice program. 

High quality instructional and model videotapes should 
be obtained for the program, along with adequate video 
recording equipment and facilities. 

Personnel serving in the fellow instructor's role should 
be selected from the ranks of inservice program partic- 
ipantswho would tend to have sensitivity to the" feelings 
C-l their peers. J J 
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APPENDIX A 
DATA ON INSTRUCTORS 
AND FELLOW INSTRUCTORS 



DATA CM INSTRUCTORS AND FELLOW INSTRUCTORS 



Subject Taught 
Self -Re view Feedback Group 



Degrees 

Earned 



Years of Years of 
Teaching Industrial 
Exp erience Experience 



Mathematics 

Physics 

Aviation & Communications 
Business Data Processing 
Food Processing 
Business Data Processing 
Aviation 



B.S. 

B ,S . 

B.A, 

B .Sc, , M.Sc. 
B.S . , M.S . 
Assoc. 

F.A.A. 

Certi ficate 



Fellow Instructor-Review 
Feedback Group 



Business Management 
Food Service 
Civil Engineering 
Horticulture 

Mechanical & Metallurgical 
Engineering 

Business Data Processing 
Aviation 



Student-Review Feedback Group 



B.Sc. 

B .A. 

B.S. 

B.S . , M.A. 

B.A. , H.Sc. 
Assoc . 
F.A.A, 

Certificate 



Mechanical Engineering 
Electronics Engineering 
Communication Skills 
Architectural Drafting 
Physics 

Wholesale Mid-Management 
Chemical Engineering 

Teacher Educator-Review 
Feedback Group 

Business Management 
Aviation 

Mathematics 
Consumer Finance Mid- 
Management 
Business Management 
Printing Mid-Management 
Chemical Engineering 



Assoc , 

None 

B.S. 

B.S. 

B.A. 

B . S . , M.A. 
B.Sc. f M.S. 



B.F.A. 

F.A.A. 

Ce rti ficate 
B.S . 



B.S. 

B.S. 

B.S., M.S. 
B.S. 



1 

1 

32 

1 

5 

3 

3 



4 

1 

3 

3 

12 

10 

1 



5 

8 

5 

3 
I 

6 

4 



1 

2 1/2 

5 

1 

4 

3 

6 



0 

10 

5 

9 

12 

2 1/2 
13 



29 
2 

30 
5 

16 

5 

15 



16 

8 

13 

16 

22 

16 

3 



11 

13 



14 

2 

1 

6 
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Years of 
Degrees Teaching 

Subject Taught Earned Experien 

Fellow Instructors 



Architectural Drafting 


B.A. 




5 


Business Management 


B.S . , 


M.Litt . 


6 


Retail Mid-Management 


B . 8 , , 


M.A. 


7 


Electronic Engineering 


B.S. 




5 


Aviation 


B .Ed. 


, M. Ed . 


4 


Mathematics 


B.S,, 


M.Ed. 


7 


Mathemati cs 


B A. 




4 
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Years of 

Industrial 

Experience 



22 

12 

10 

22 

0 

3 
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APPENDIX B 
CRITIQUE FORMS 

INTRODUCING A LESSON 
ORAL QUESTIONING 
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Instructor ' 



Name 

/ 



/ 



Number 



Teaching Session 

Rater (Check one) : 

Teacher Educator Self 

Fellow Instructor Student 

Panel “ 



introducing a lesson 

CRITIQUE FORM 

The introduction phase of a lesson "sets the 

participation m the activity which is to fol 

^° uld t eX P Aspire the student to wan? 
objectives of the lesson. wane 

Use the following items to evaluate the 
ifft^ X f thS teacher did not accomplish 
te ?'.5 : lace an X in the first column 
° ld Not Accom Piish. " if the teach- 

th P dld 1 aCC ° in S liSh thS item ' Place an X in 
the column which describes how well he 
Accomplished" it, 

the teacher i n the Introduction : 

1. State specifically what the objective/s 

o± Che lesson were in terms of student 
behavior? 11 

(For example.. Did the teacher tell the 
students that they would be able to 
write , speak, list, identify, compare 
solve , ons true t , contrast , etc . ? ) 

2. State why; the objective/s were impor- 
tant m terms of student needs' 3 

(For example: Did the teacher ' state 

that the objective was important for 
the students to learn because of safetv 
reasons, a future job, greater skill Y 
etc.?) 



3. 



State how the students would proceed in 
accomplishing the objective/s of the 
lesson? 

if°f ®J am Pl e: Did the teacher state 

what the students were to do in order 

the objectives of the lesson? 
Examples are: read certain material, 

practice using certain cools, solve 
certain problems, etc.) 



stage" for student 
low. The introduc- 
to accomplish the 



m 

m 




HOW 


WE 






H 

M 

Pi 


ACCOMPLI SHED 


V 








E 


E 
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E 








X 
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HOW WELL 
ACCOMPLISHED 



OD 

H 

N-l 

Ph 



U 

U 

< 

Eh 

O 
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M 

Q 



V 
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E 
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R 




A 
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Y 




V 




E 






E 
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P 


p 
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0 


A 


G 


E 


O 


0 


G 


0 


N 


R 


R 


E 


D 


T 



4. State how the students would know when 
they had achieved the objective/s of 
the lesson? 

(For example: Did the students know 

what they should be able to do in order 
to prove that they had achieved the 
objective/s of the lesson?) 

5. Give sufficient information concerning 
the lesson so that the students could 
interpret the objectives in their own 
terms? 

(For example: Were the objectives made 

clear enough that the students could 
state them without difficulty?) 

6. Relate the lesson to the students 1 
prior knowledge or experience? 

(For example: Did the teacher arouse 

curiosity and interest in the lesson 
by relating the lesson to the students' 
previous knowledge or past experience?) 

7 * React favorably toward students 1 ques“ 
tions , answers, and comments? 

(For example: Did the teacher give 

attention and consideration to students 1 
questions, answers, and comments?) 



8. Provide opportunity for student response 
and participation? 

(For example: Did the teacher provide 

opportunity for the students to ask 
questions, make comments, or participate 
in class activities?) 
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* Help the students acquire an interest 
in the lesson? 

(For example; Did the students want 
to learn what was to be presented in 
the lesson?) 



w 

CQ 




HOW 


WELL 
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hi 
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ACCOMPLISHED 
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10. Express enthusiasm in the lesson? 

(For example; Did ths teacher express 
enthusiasm by speech and physical 
gestures and give extra facts or 
stories concerning the nature or im- 
portance of the lesson, etc?) 

11. Use instructional aids which helped 
make the lesson more interesting? 

(For example; Did the teacher use 
the chalkboard, charts, drawings, 
lists, maps, etc.?) 



Comments ; 



C ? n th ® teacher do to improve the introduction 
of the lesson?) 



thS Staff ° f the P r °iect, Assessment of Micro- 
Teaching and Video Recording in Vocational and Technical Teacher 

Oh?o Cen ^J r for Vocational and Technical Education, Th 

Institute* rSt Ve J SltY AK^ nd ada P ted for b y Columbus Technical 

institute, Columbus, Ohio. 




36 



31 



Number 



Instructor 1 s Name 

/ 

Date Teaching Session 

Rater (Check one) : 

Teacher Educator Self 

Fellow Instructor Student 

Panel ' 



ORAL QUESTIONING 
CRITIQUE FORM 

A question is an act or instance of asking. Questioning by the 
teacher promotes directed mental activity on the part of students 
and provides opportunity for them to be actively involved in the 
lesson. The question may be stated in words or may be simply an 
inquisitive facial expression or gesture. It requires some type 
of response on the part of the students: stating a fact, recal- 

ling a selected thought, making a comparison of two things, making 
a judgement, analyzing an attitude or appreciation, or directing 
thought. 

The effective use of questioning by the teacher increases student 
freedom of action, affords more opportunities to express ideas, 
and makes him less dependent on the teacher. 

Use the following items to evaluate the 
lesson. If the teacher did not accomplish 
an item, place an X in the first column 
under "Did Not Accomplish." If the teacher 
did accomplish the item, place an X in the 
column which describes how well he "Accom- 
plished" it. 



Did the teacher in the Lesson : 

Use questions to draw information from 
the students? 

Ask a question, pause to give the 
students time to think about the ques- 
tion, and then call on one of them? 

After calling on a student, provide an 
opportunity for him to think about the 
question before requiring his response? 
(Before answering the question himself 
or calling on someone else.) 
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6 . 

7 , 

8 . 

9 , 

10 , 



0 




, Present the questions in an order that 
made sense to the students? 

(For example: Were the students able 

to follow the line of thought without 
getting lost?) 

■ Make an effort to keep from repeating 
the students 1 answers? 

(For example. Did the teacher have 
the students repeat or clarify their 
own responses if they were not clear 
rather than automatically repeating 
the students' responses?) 

Direct his questions so that each 
student was able to participate about 
a 3 often as everyone else? 

React favorably toward the students * 
answers to questions? 

(For example: Did the teacher give 

attention and consideration to the 
students' answers?) 

Ask questions which required more than 
"yes" and "no" answers? 

(For example: Did the teacher ask 

questions which required the students 
to apply ideas, principles, or facts 
to new situations?) 

Ask questions which the students could 
answer from their past experience? 

Ask questions which were clear and short 
enough to remember? 
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Require the students to go beyond their 
first answers? 

(For example : Did the teacher encourage 

the students to expand an idea, back up 
ideas with facts and illustrations, bring 
other students into the discussion by 
getting them to respond too? ) 



HOW WELL 
ACCOMPLISHED 
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Comments : (What can the teacher do to improve the use of ques 

tions in the lesson?) 



Form developed by the staff of the project. Assessment of Micro— 
Teaching and Video Recording in Vocational and Technical Teacher 
Education, The Center for Vocational and Technical Education, The 
Ohio State University, and adapted for use by Columbus Technical 
Institute, Columbus, Ohio. 
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APPENDIX C 

INSTRUCTOR OPINIONNAIRE 



INSTRUCTOR OPINIONNAIRE 



Please respond to the following questions bv Hrrlinn - 

Kc Jt e "? 1 ?h inin9 - yOUr answer - T * ?e?e — two blSk pa^/at °ne'° 

back of the opimonnaire for additional comments. " 



1 . 



^ videotape recording equipnient 
you, would you record portions of 
sessions? 



was readily available to 
your classroom or laborato 



YES NO 

Why? 



2 . 



Do you consider the five-minute teaching session 
for practicing 1 teaching skills ? 



practical 



YES NO 

Why? 



3 . 



Were the playbacks of your 
analyzing your teaching? 



teaching sessions of value in 



YES NO 

Why? 



4 . 



P-gra,Twerff erent tyPSS °* feedback —a in this inservics 



a . 



# 1 , 

# 2 . 

# 3 . 

# 4 , 



self-analysis 

analysis with the help of a fellow instructor 
analysis wirh the help of the students 
analysis with the help of a teacher educator. 



for futur2 C ?n^ end - th ® tYpe ° f feedback You received 
Instituted ervice program at the Columbus Technical 



YES NO 

Why? 
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b. Would each. of the four types of feedback work well with 
an inservice program at Columbus Tt mical Institute? 



#1. 


YES 


NO 


Why? 


#2. 


YES 


NO 


Why? 


#3. 


YES 


NO 


Why? 


#4. 


YES 


NO 


Whj/? 



c. Which type of feedback do you feel is best for technical 
instructors? 

Circle one? #1 #2 #3 #4 



5, Is there any combination of micro -teaching and videotape 

recording that you feel would be practical for an inservice 
education program at Columbus Technical Institute? 

YES NO 

If yes, what is the combination? 



6. Seven model tapes on introducing a lesson (following ses- 
sions 2, 3 and 4) and oral questioning techniques (following 

sessions 6 , 7, 8 and 9) were included in this inservice pro- 

gram. 

a. Did the model tapes on introducing a lesson encourage you 
to change your teaching? 

YES NO 

Why? 



b. Did the model tapes on questioning encourage you to 
change your teaching? 

YES NO 

Why? ' 





Two instructional tapes, ona on introducing a lesson (follow- 
ing session 1) and one on oral questioning (following session 
5) , were included in this inservice program. 

a. Did the instructional tape on introducing a lesson en- 
courage you to change your teaching? 

YES NO 

Why? 



Did the instructional tape on oral questioning encourage 
You to change your teaching method? 



YES NO 

Why? 



Did you feel that the students were responsive to your 
presentation? 



YES NO 

Why? 



Did the orientation session in which you received your hand- 
book and schedule adequately explain the inservice program? 

YES NO 

Why? 



Wouldyou have volunteered to participate in these micro- 
teaching sessions if you had not been randomly selected for 

participation by the Columbus Technical Institute administra- 
tion? 

YES NO 

Why? 



Would you volunteer to participate in a similar but improved 
mservice program? 

YES NO 

Why? 
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12 . 



Would you be willing to serve on an inservice education 
committee? (The type of role served by Larry Lance, Paul 
Hammond, Don Hartshorn, and Wes Wedell) 

YES NO 

TaTHht- ? 



13. Considering all the factors of this inservice program, has 
the inservice program caused you to change your teaching? 

YES NO 

if yes, what specific changes? 



14. Did yoii find the following critique forms helpful in evalu- 
ating your teaching? 

Introducing a leston - YES NO Why? 



Oral questioning techniques - YES NO Why? 



Form developed by the staff of the project. Assessment of Micro- 
Teaching and Video Recording in Vocational and Technical Teacher 
Education, The Center for Vocational and Technical Education, The 
Ohio State University, and adapted for use by Columbus Technical 
Institute, Columbus, Ohio. 
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APPENDIX D 
TABLES 




ratings 



TABLE X 

INTER- RATER RELIABILITY OP PANEL ! S 




Accomplished 



Degree of 
Accomplishment 



Introducing 






a Lesson 


.94 


. 89 


Oral Questioning 


.9 8 


.97 


Introducing 






a Lesson 


.93 


. 83 


Oral Questioning 


-98 


.95 
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Group II Fellow Instructor-Review 

Group III - Student-Review 

Group IV - Teach ex Educator-Review 
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TABLE 4 

MEANS , ADJUSTED MEANS, AND STANDARD ERROR OF MEAN RAW SCORES OF 

PANEL'S RATINGS ON CRITIQUE FORMS 
POSTTEST (LAST TEACHING SESSION) 

(Groups 1 and 2, N = 6 ; Groups 3 and 4, N = 7) 
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TABLE 5 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE 
PANEL'S RATINGS ON CRITIQUE FORMS 
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Significant at the .05 level if > 3.07. 



TABLE 6 

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS 
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TABLE 7 

PAIRED "t" TESTS 

PANEL'S RATINGS ON CRITIQUE FORMS 
DEGREE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT SCALE 
(Groups 1 and 2, N = 6; Groups 3 and 4 , 
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S3 



♦Significant at .05 level, table value of 2.57. 
♦♦Significant at .05 level, table value of 2.44. 



